The article proposes a theoretical discussion at the crossroads of the return migration scholarship with the entrepreneurship research. Its main goal is to build an analytical framework in which entrepreneurial experiences of international return migrants are conceptualized. The fertile theoretical legacy within the study of entrepreneurship along with an idealized view of the positive effects of migration constitute essential premises for understanding the biased outputs of the empirical studies of entrepreneurship upon return to the origin country. Firstly, the article draws on the main lines of theorising opportunities within the Weberian and Schumpeterian theoretical traditions. Secondly, it points out how contemporary studies of entrepreneurship reinforced this perspective and placed great emphasis on individual agents able to benefit from opportunities within the return context. The final part of the paper illustrates several modalities in which scholars concerned with return migration were affected by the mythical image of the entrepreneur. As a corollary, necessity entrepreneurship is sporadically used in this niche of study and it usually has only a complementary role. The paper contributes to a deeper understanding of the challenges of transposing entrepreneurship' theoretical insights into different empirical research designs.
Introduction
Placed at the very basis of the capitalist society, the concept of entrepreneurship is classicized in social sciences in general and economics scholarship in particular (Schumpeter 1934 Weber 1930 Weber , 1978 . The understanding of entrepreneurship was differently built within specific school of thought (Ebner 2005; Casson 2010; Casson et al. 2010) , and first of all we will draw selectively on some of the main contributions from the concept's rich historical record emphasizing the central role attributed to entrepreneurial opportunities.
The main aim of the study is to discuss the specific case of the return migration entrepreneurial experiences using the conceptual distinction between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship (Maritz 2004; C. C. Williams 2009; Serviere 2010; Block and Wagner 2010; Deli 2011; Fairlie and Fossen 2018) . This approach will enable us to grasp a relatively biased view on entrepreneurship within the literature focused on such initiatives in the case of the return migrants. Constructed on the legacy of classical theories, opportunity driven entrepreneurship refers to those agentic individuals who identify openings for profit and invest various types of capital (economic, human and social) in order to benefit from a specific market context. Necessity entrepreneurship is a slightly recent perspective which is focused on individuals who are forced by circumstances or by restrictions imposed on the labour market to adopt entrepreneurial behaviours. Each of these theoretical models allows inferences about individuals' entrepreneurial behaviours in terms of their motivations, attitudes and actions. However, a careful examination of these two perspectives will point out a lack of consensus upon the idea of how the entrepreneurial initiatives are carried out by return migrants. This paper has the following structure. The first section presents a general picture of some classical approaches on entrepreneurship and the prominence of opportunity as the key reading concept. The second and the third parts of the paper draw the main lines of contemporary discourses about opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. The fourth part of the A comparative perspective and an examination of the essential similarities and contrasting features of these two types of entrepreneurship is employed in the final section of the article.
I. A brief historical view on the concept of entrepreneurship
The transformative role played by entrepreneurs in the society was emphasized by the classical theoretical contributions in the field (Swedberg 2002; Casson et al. 2010; Casson 2010 ) and numerous research papers and policy initiatives maintain this mythical image of the entrepreneur. In this paper, we focus on two contributions from the sphere of economic sociology which laid a foundation for the theoretical expansion of the opportunity entrepreneurship (Swedberg 1998; Ebner 2005) . Max Weber and Joseph Schumpeter (chronological order), are still largely cited due to their significant contribution in drawing some of the main lines of the theory of entrepreneurship and its link to the capitalist world. Far from being covered in dust, their theoretical insights about entrepreneurship constitute vivid lines which are constantly revisited in the pages of primarily journals (see for example -Block, Fisch, and van Praag 2017) . In this section, we are interested in tracking how the concept of entrepreneurial opportunities was initially developed, while further in the paper we will look at the evolution towards the contemporary distinction between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship.
Weber on entrepreneurship
A seemingly endless theoretical debate is centred upon evaluating Max Weber's contributions to the understanding of present-day economic sociology (Swedberg 1998; Peukert 2004; Ebner 2005; Parsons 2006; Mardellat 2009 ) and this is mainly related to the increased attention paid by scholars interested in addressing market processes and entrepreneurship. Menger's work) including his methodological approach to the economic theory, founded upon the key principles of subjectivism, individualism, rationality, and apriorism. These aspects constitute the general framework for understanding and interpreting Weber's view on entrepreneurial opportunities. Extensive attention has to be paid to conceptualize rational individuals as acting according to their subjectivist interpretation of a context. The unicity of Weber's view lies in its attention to action (Mardellat 2009, 604) . The relationship between Weber and Austrian economics include reciprocal influences. Zafirovski (2002, 35) offers stimulating insights into how 'Schumpeter's concept of the sociology of enterprise was an application of Weber's economic sociology, with the Schumpeterian constructed type of the entrepreneur being a special case of Weberian ideal types'.
Against the background of this general framework, we can recall that pioneers of entrepreneurship and their motivations for developing businesses were linked to their values and religious ideas in the classical works of Max Weber (1930 Weber ( , 1978 . Being invested with a central role in the new type of economic and social system, the entrepreneur was described by Weber as a person with superior features (e.g. strong character, self-control, clarity of vision -Weber, 1930) . In this line of thought, the individual entrepreneur is certainly driven by opportunities and his or her profit will be the result of a systematic activity developed on vibrant (religious) principles. Entrepreneurial activity is individuals' answer to a God's calling and its profit a pathway towards certitudo salutis. In Weber's (1930 Weber's ideal type of the entrepreneur is rationally oriented towards 'economic profit-making' and his/her actions are shaped by the attention paid to "the valuation and verification of opportunities for profit" (Weber 1978: 91) . His emphasis on the social conditions of the economic activity is directly linked to the ex-ante calculability of a business opportunity.
'An economic enterprise (Unternehmen) is autonomous action capable of orientation to capital accounting. (…) Enterprises based on capital accounting may be oriented to the exploitation of opportunities of acquisition afforded by the market, or they may be oriented toward other chances of acquisition, such as those based on power relations, as in the case of tax farming or the sale of offices' (Weber 1978, 91) .
Discussing the main lines of the consumption relationship between suppliers and purchasers of goods and services in a market context, Weber pointed out the weak bargaining power of the second category of actors. "To a large degree, even though the consumer has to be in a position to buy, his wants are 'awakened' and 'directed' by the entrepreneur" (Weber 1978, 92) .
Practically, the entrepreneurs assume a leading role in the market context and employ different social, economic, and political means for benefiting from a business opportunity as well as creating their own business opportunities. Profit oriented entrepreneurial activities include the creation of new needs as well as influencing social trends of consumption through aggressive advertising policies (Weber 1978, 99 ). This unbalanced relationship became questionable in the contemporary debate about necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship. Practically, the necessity entrepreneurs are stripped of this powerful position in the market and the emphasis is given only to their capacity to adapt to a constraining context. 'The directing mind, the moving spirit -that of the entrepreneur here and of the politician there -differs in substance from the civilservice mentality of the official' (Weber 1978 (Weber , 1403 ).
Weber's insights about the need of a separation between the sphere of private affairs from the business -'the separation of the household (budgetary unit) and the continuously organized business establishment' (Weber 1978, 116) -can still constitute a demarcation line between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship. Without this essential feature of a capitalist enterprise any business activity has a limited potential to grow and this was often noted in empirical research on necessity driven entrepreneurship (Bergmann and Sternberg 2007) .
Schumpeter on entrepreneurship
Digging among the theoretical roots entrepreneurship, Joseph Schumpeter's works (1934 Schumpeter's works ( , 1939 'First of all, there is a dream and the will to found a private kingdom, usually, though not necessarily, also a dynasty. (…) Then there is the will to conquer: the impulse to fight, to prove oneself superior to others, to succeed for the sake, not of the fruits of success, but of success itself…Finally, there is the joy of creating, of getting things done, or simply of exercising one's energy and ingenuity' (Schumpeter 1934, 93) . 
II. Opportunity driven entrepreneurship -conceptual clarifications
The concept of the visionary entrepreneur is further developed in different directions by scholars usually associated to orthodox economic study of entrepreneurship as well as by researchers who are within the Austrian economics conceptual framework. The last mentioned employed a subjectivist approach on the reality of the market (Oakley 1999; Croitoru 2013 ) and the individual entrepreneur was primarily defined by some of her/his abilities [e.g. 'alertness to opportunities for pure profit' (Kirzner 1973 (Kirzner , 1990 (Kirzner , 1992 ; individuals' imaginative abilities and their critical evaluation of the market (Shackle 1979 (Shackle , 1988 (Shackle , 1990 . All these elements strengthened the perspective which argued that the entrepreneurial activities could be understood by a careful analysis of opportunities (existing in the market or created by the individuals who act in market settings).
Enterprise is strongly related to individuals' self-selection on the basis of their knowledge and abilities and one of the main consequences of entrepreneurship is related to a better balance between demand and supply of goods and services.
The relationship between creativity and entrepreneurship has made a distinct topic of inquiry. For example, Dimov (2007) pointed out the significant difference between how a business idea was originally conceived (at the cognitive level) and how the business advanced in real conditions after 'an iterative process of shaping and development'. However, Shane (2000) emphasized that individuals are not equally likely to recognize a given entrepreneurial opportunity and, following the logic underpinning Austrian economics, the main reason can be related to individuals' knowledge built on prior experiences. Individuals' stock of knowledge intersected with given economic and social contexts create un/favourable conditions for discovering entrepreneurial opportunities and acting upon these so as to transpose them into practice (Croitoru 2013) . From this perspective, the main difference between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship will be discussed in terms of individuals' prior knowledge and not only in terms of motivations for actions.
Building on the Austrian economics classical line of thought, Packard and Bylund (2017) emphasize that entrepreneurship 'is a process of affecting economic change in producing new economic values', but they move beyond such a general statement and look at entrepreneurship's effects on economic and social inequalities. The dialogue between necessity and opportunity entrepreneurship can be framed also by insights from theories which put in relation inequality and entrepreneurship. The discussion on various forms of inequalities (social, economic or political) is not new in social sciences, but over the last years the lenses for looking at entrepreneurship evolved to a different perspective. Following their approach, the analysis should be focused on the natural relationship between entrepreneurship and economic growth and this is rather visible at the macro-level. Since it is essentially a process which transforms market's features, the entrepreneurship at the same time incorporates in itself the seeds of social and economic inequalities as well as the mechanisms for diminishing inequality (Packard and Bylund 2017) . Even if both types of entrepreneurs operate in conditions of uncertainty (McMullen and Shepherd 2006) , we expect that their starting points to be placed at different levels in the social hierarchy and this implies different opportunity costs and access to capital. Due to their urge to action, necessity entrepreneurs have higher opportunity costs as well as shorter time for gaining the required capital to enter into the market. At the same time, if we look at the debate about entrepreneurship and job creation, we can note that at least for a while in the case of necessity entrepreneurship its impact on the job market is limited to self-employment and small-scale businesses.
Entrepreneurship process tracing assumes an important role in analysing how ideas are transposed in practice in real market conditions. Dimov (2007) presents 'opportunity development' as a social process in which agentic individuals interact with relevant actors from the economic and social settings. From this intersection, individuals' stock of knowledge is increased and they improve abilities of collecting and selecting relevant information for an entrepreneurial venture. During this process, entrepreneurs manage to deal with uncertainty in a way which combine socially embedded mechanisms and individuals' creativity (Drucker 2014) .
We can note here, that the business idea grows and is polished through social interactions and is altered also by individuals' abilities for mobilizing all the essential resources for entering into the market. This is mainly the case for bright new ideas, while imitation entrepreneurship has to be treated from a different perspective because it presumes different levels of risk.
In line with the classical theories introduced in the previous section, we can note that it is widely accepted that entrepreneurship requires action (Lerner, Hunt, and Dimov 2018; Dimov 2007; McMullen and Shepherd 2006) . The promotors of opportunity approach on entrepreneurship emphasize the voluntarist nature of this action. There are several decades of interminable discussions about the nature of the entrepreneurial opportunities (Shane and Venkataraman 2000) . Discovering market opportunities (Kirzner 1973 (Kirzner , 1992 Shane 2000) , imagining market opportunities (Shackle 1979 (Shackle , 1988 (Shackle , 1990 
III. Necessity driven entrepreneurship -conceptual clarifications
An approach focused on grasping the structure of necessity that drives entrepreneurship can be useful for understanding the numerous entrepreneurial activities which are nor characterized by the fame and glory associated to visionary individuals who transform the general state of business in a society. The former's initiatives are usually of lower scale compared to opportunity driven entrepreneurship and the motivations beyond their initiatives can be labelled in a different register. This perspective pointed out a series of determinants which can push people towards entrepreneurship even if they do not desire this or they do not have the required abilities for entrepreneurship. However, what is peculiar in most of the studies about necessity entrepreneurship is the lack of (any) interest in discussing entrepreneurial opportunities and why in similar economic contexts one became entrepreneur, while others search for paid employment or remain unemployed. We present below the main lines for drawing a portrait of the necessity entrepreneurship looking mainly at the elements stressed by authors who employ the distinction between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurship.
The most influential comparative study of entrepreneurship, Global Entrepreneurship Monitor (GEM), strengthened the distinction between opportunity versus necessity driven entrepreneurship measuring individuals' subjective evaluation of their motivation for starting a business. Reynolds et al. (2001, 4) detailed that GEM study asked respondents to evaluate if they started their business 'to take advantage of a unique market opportunity (opportunity entrepreneurship) or because it was the best option available (necessity entrepreneurship)'. There are various critiques generated by this type of defining necessity entrepreneurship, for example Haas (2013, 15) noted that these options are not mutually exclusive. Using data from the GEM study, Bergmann and Sternberg (2007) emphasized that the necessity entrepreneurship increased in absolute and relative terms as a response to structural changes in Germany [push factors (e.g. unemployment) as well as pull policies (e.g. financial instruments for starting a business)]. This relationship between policy measures and necessity entrepreneurship creates useful lens for looking at returning migrants' entrepreneurial experiences.
Extrinsic factors can be key drivers towards entrepreneurship. Macdonald (1996) explores self-employment in a difficult market context and points out how fragile is the demarcation line between survival or failure in a 'restricted structure of opportunities of the local labour market'.
The precariousness is a constant of their venture and necessity entrepreneurs 'have little growth intentions and growth prospects' (Bergmann and Sternberg 2007, 206) . However, this does not mean that the business is doomed to failure. It can nevertheless find an appropriate niche in the market and can become a sustainable business. Numerous necessity startups are developed in the service sector (Bergmann and Sternberg 2007, 219) . This is the result of the lower costs for starting a business in these sectors due to the possibility of building the enterprise on one's own human capital and work. One of the key elements in understanding necessity driven entrepreneurship is linked to individual's stock of human capital. Even if this perspective conceives entrepreneurial actions as being determined by structural factors, the individual has to employ some resources in starting an enterprise. Most commonly these resources are linked to one's work capacity and his/her knowledge and skills. However, the individual's stock of human capital is a resource with changeable value depending on different market conditions (Packard and Bylund 2017) . Knowledge and skills can shift down in obsolescence and this will have direct effects on individuals' position on the market. This is particularly important in the case of entrepreneurial and innovative activities where the general rhythm of change is faster compared to other sectors of activities. Taking business decisions on outdated knowledge will constitute a path to failure and wasting resources. For example, migrants who decide to return to the origin community after a long period spent abroad in which they had only sporadic contacts with those who remained back-home. They can be vulnerable even if they accumulated new stock of human capital aboard.
From this specific approach, migrants' lack of direct knowledge about market transformation back home make their investments riskier than those operated by non-migrants.
Empirical evidence derived from the panel data in Germany (GSOP) pointed to differences in earnings between opportunity and necessity entrepreneurs. Opportunity entrepreneurs as well as paid employees enjoy higher returns to education than necessity entrepreneurs (Fossen and Büttner 2013) . The pressure of starting a business in an unfavourable moment can restrict individual earnings due to a limited use of education.
On the other hand, not any type of human capital is equally relevant for starting and conducting a business. Williams (2007) highlighted the importance of 'tacit knowledge' and, from this perspective, having particular or contextual knowledge can be an invaluable resource in running a business. This difference between stocks of formal knowledge (through education) and informal knowledge is a key element of numerous studies focused on return migrants use of skills and abilities gained abroad in running their businesses upon return.
Labour market were extensively studied in relation to the migration phenomenon, but usually the emphasis was given to the immigration impact within the destination context. Having restrictions on the labour market for a specific group (e.g. immigrants) and strategically allowing them to open businesses can generate a higher number of necessity driven entrepreneurship initiatives. In the specific case of immigrants, Ruhs and Anderson (2010) revealed how the destination's labour market legal settings can strengthen both migrants and natives' agency when they enter in a relationship of informal employment. For migrants, this context can be favourable for increasing their tolerance to risk mainly because they are getting used to higher income with strategies for managing (il)legality.
Looking at the UK specific context, Ruhs and Anderson (2010) 
IV. Linking Entrepreneurship and Return Migration
Across the world, there is increasing literature which reveals the higher propensity of return migrants towards entrepreneurship compared to nonmigrants (e.g. Dustmann and Kirchkamp 2002; Reiner and Radu 2012; Batista, McIndoe Calder, and Vicente 2014) . This fact unsurprisingly evolved into a common feature of those studies focused on the developmental issues as well as on return policies designed for attracting migrants back-home. in which all these elements are combined and the specificity of the economic and social settings make the entrepreneur to employ multiple forms of capitals described above.
Less attention was paid to looking at individual occupational status before migration and after return. However, McCormick and Wahba (2001) explored entrepreneurial activity of return migrants to Egypt and contrast the profiles of old entrepreneurs (have entrepreneurial experiences before migration) and new entrepreneurs (no entrepreneurial experience before migration). They argue that savings and new skills (derived from the length of the migration experience) gained abroad increase individuals' propensity towards entrepreneurship after return.
From a different perspective, several studies pointed out the experience of migration itself is not enough for becoming a successful entrepreneur and policies designed for targeting returnees have to be aware of this aspect. Some governmental programs designed for sustaining returnees to start businesses registered high rate of failure (e.g. Diatta and Mbow 1999 -the bilateral program of the French and the Senegalese governments). Using a qualitative methodology and confronting policy makers expectations with return migrants' experiences, Sinatti (2015, 90) reveals the Senegalese government's 'ideal type of migrant returnee: resourceful, experienced, and eager to initiate innovative and profitable enterprises that would allow new economic sectors to boom'. On the other hand, migrants are rather suspicious towards official schemes supporting business creation (2015, 99) . In the specific case of highly-skilled returnees, Ammassari (2004) argues for the importance of the policy measures designed for obtaining starting capital to become self-employed.
In numerous cases, these empirical studies explicitly or implicitly acknowledge the idea of social remittances (Levitt 1998; Levitt and LambaNieves 2011; Vlase 2013) , as well as the fact that migrants are likely to change (Gundelach 1994; Voicu and Comșa 2014) This section pointed out the unbalanced view in dealing with the entrepreneurial activities in the case of return migrants. At the same time, this allowed us to see that how classical view on entrepreneurship is still perceived as the fruitful ground for theorising return migrants' businesses initiatives due to the prominence of the economic and human forms of capitals. Less emphasis is placed on the structural factors which force individuals to enter to an entrepreneurial or self-employment path. Hitherto, the necessity driven entrepreneurship is used rather as a complementary framework and not as self-sustaining basis for understanding return migrants' entrepreneurship.
Concluding remarks
The theoretical field placed at the intersection of return migration and entrepreneurship literature is not completely uncharted, but our paper introduced an under-researched aspect in this theoretical equation. We argue that some gaps in the scholarship and contradictory findings are the result of an insufficient attention paid to the specificity of the entrepreneurial experience (opportunity versus necessity) and we sustain that a more balanced view can be beneficial for further research. This type of approach goes far beyond the register of motivations for starting businesses and it carefully look at stocks of capital and specific market contexts. Lastly, social networks developed during migration are presented as valuable assets for those who start businesses or enter to self-employment.
On the one hand, relatives and friends left behind at origin are presented as sources of information about market opportunities. On the other hand, upon return, there is empirical evidence of returnees who use their overseas networks for developing and maintain businesses. The potential embedded by these transnational networks is a distinctive feature of the returnees compared to non-migrants and usually weak ties are considered more important than strong ties kept by those who did not leave the country.
This article was designed to examine the effects of the migration experience in the specific case of entrepreneurial returnees. In order to attend to this general objective, we paid attention to the theoretical distinction between opportunity and necessity driven entrepreneurship and we emphasized how these perspectives are used in the contemporary scholarship. The study assumes a direct contribution to a vivid theoretical debate and builds a systematic reading grid for the empirical studies conducted on this specific topic.
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